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This chapter offers a two-fold contribution to the organizational change literature by 
operationalizing the Bourdieusian conceptualization of strategizing (Bourdieu, 1973; Ernst & 
Jensen, Forthcoming; Lamaison, 1986; Mérand & Forget, 2012) in an analysis of performance 
management (Aguinis, 2009) implementation in a privatized Scandinavian telecom. The chapter 
argues that the notion of strategizing will advance understandings of the micro-processes of change 
(Tsoukas & Chia, 2002) with a special emphasis on resistance to change (Pardo del Val & Martínez 
Fuentes, 2003; Thomas, Sargent, & Hardy, 2011). Additionally, we address the calls for 
understandings of time and history as constituent elements of change by elucidating the temporality 
of practices (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992; Dawson & Sykes, 2016; Hernes & Maitlis, 2010). 
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Drawing on interviews, and participant observations, and using a Bourdieusian conceptualization of 
strategizing, with an emphasis on field, we examine the temporality (Bourdieu & Chartier, 2015, p. 
16; Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, pp. 138-139) of the struggles of managers and technicians, in an 
operations department, 25 years post organizational transformation from state-owned monopoly to 
‘corporatized’ (Forssell & Jansson, 1996) global competitor. 
 
Since the liberalization of European telecommunications markets in 1993 (Greve, 2002), all 
Scandinavian telecoms have gone from national monopoly to full- or part-privatization (Jordfald & 
Murhem, 2003). The liberalization of markets, followed by privatization (Greve, 2002), is part of a 
neoliberal strategy (Bourdieu, 2001), leading to a restructuring of national welfare states towards 
competition states (Pedersen, 2011). The strategy represents a paradigmatic shift of company 
objectives towards competition and profitability (Bourdieu, 1998a; Kaspersen & Nørgaard, 2015). 
This introduces a new ‘logic of practice’ (Bourdieu, 1990b) ascribing values to work through Key 
Performance Indicators (KPIs) and thereby delegitimatizing institutionalized intrinsic values of 
work.  
 
We commence with the historicization of the field (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992; Fourcade, 2007; 
Wacquant, 2016) to illustrate how wider field level changes materialize in the organization in a 
series of strategizing moves by managers and technicians (Mérand & Forget, 2012). One of such 
moves, on behalf of the management, is the introduction of revised KPI-targets followed by a threat 
to outsource the department, unless the new performance criteria are fulfilled. Management adds 
pressure on the technicians by negotiating an agreement to remove the technicians’ paid lunch 
breaks. The technicians respond by summoning the union, contesting the new demands, and by 
butchering the management in an annual employee satisfaction survey.  
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Our findings suggests that a clash between two conflicting logics, public entity, based on the Nordic 
model of welfare, including unionization and collective bargaining (Christiansen, 2006; Kettunen, 
2012), versus private corporation, based on a logic of competition, informs the strategizing 
practices of managers and technicians.  
 
We apply a Bourdieusian (1998b) understanding of strategizing as a category of practice, building 
on the pillar concepts of field, habitus and capital (Sieweke, 2014). We thus understand the 
implementation of performance management, and responses to it, as the “interested activities of 
agents developing in the nexus between habitus, capital and field” (Ernst & Jensen, p. 4, 
forthcoming). Hence, the activities of managers and technicians can be conceptualized as 
strategizing, when groups or individuals take a particular interest in relation to performance 
management in the organization and have stakes in the performance “game” (Bourdieu, 1990a; 
Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992).  
We understand time as a product of practice as managers and technicians take possession of time in 
their acts of strategizing, as they try to sustain the legitimacy of their positions in the field, by 
creating different pasts and futures for the present (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992); the management 
abandons the past as incompatible with the envisioned future, and the technicians undermine the 
managerial vision by idealizing the past. Triggered by the imperatives of the immediate present, 
they seek to preserve and accumulate capital, by influencing how the work of technicians should be 
practiced, through strategic moves, emerging from the tacit ‘feel for the game’ (Bourdieu, 1990b), 
acquired in the unconscious fit between the field and their habitus (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992).  
 
Traditional accounts of change imply a philosophy of consciousness (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992) 
characterized by assumptions of rationality and a strong emphasis on managerial agency (MacKay & 
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Chia, 2013; Tsoukas & Chia, 2002). The literature has been dominated by stage-models assuming 
that organizations can move from one stable state to another, in a pre-planned fashion (Borum, 1995; 
Burnes, 1996; Todnem By, 2005), dependent on the intentional doings of managers (MacKay & Chia, 
2013). A common theme of such prescriptive models is how to manage or “deal with the challenges 
associated with resistance to change”(Pardo del Val & Martínez Fuentes, 2003; Thomas et al., 2011). 
We argue that by viewing change management as a practice and understanding agents’ interested 
activities as strategizing, where the strategies of agents are determined through unspoken principles 
of choice (Wacquant, 2016), which are the product of the relationship between interests and 
dispositions, associated with positions of force within the company, and capacities to make those 
interests or dispositions count (Bourdieu, 2005), we are able to avoid the prevalent assumptions of 
rationality, and overemphasis on agency in extant change literature (MacKay & Chia, 2013; Tsoukas 
& Chia, 2002).  
 
Time has mainly been treated as the implicit background of change (Hernes & Maitlis, 2010; Van 
de Ven & Poole, 2005), as change occur in the present with a view to overcoming or disrupting with 
the past (Suddaby & Foster, 2017). This metaphysical vision of time (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992) 
creates a dichotomy between past and present viewing history as a constraining influence towards 
change (Suddaby & Foster, 2017). We argue that the inherently historical concepts of Bourdieu 
(Gorski, 2013; Steinmetz, 2011), starting from the historicization of the field and the historicized 
subjectivity of the agents (Wacquant, 2016), enables us to overcome this dichotomy by bringing the 
temporality of practice to the fore. Subsequently, 25 years after corporatization, the chapter sets out 
to illustrate that “the present is not the temporal present, it is what is still sufficiently alive to be the 
object of struggles” (Bourdieu & Chartier, 2015, p. 16). 
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